This article reports results of a student-team intervention that used team members' personality assessments on the Myers-Briggs
McKinney & Graham-Buxton, 1993; Rau & Heyl, 1990) . Despite the potential benefits of teamwork, student teams often suffer from unclear goals, mismanaged conflict, and unequal participation (Cox & Bobrowski, 2000; McCorkle et al., 1999; Rau & Heyl, 1990) . In response to these problems, a variety of strategies has been introduced to provide structural support and facilitate the group development process.
One of the major problems with the implementation of student teams in the classroom is that faculty typically simply assign a team project and don't address team development issues (Cox & Bobrowski, 2000; Rotfeld, 1998) . Rotfeld (1998) states, "Group projects are many but few faculty assigning them give attention to improving student speaking, writing, or group interactions. The classes do not teach these things except by contagion and therein lies the real problem" (p. 6). This article describes a class exercise whereby team member personality assessment is used to facilitate interaction, role development, and conflict resolution in student teams.
Attributes of Student Teams
Analyses of course evaluation data generally indicate that most students at the undergraduate and graduate levels respond positively to group work and report that team assignments are useful in the acquisition of team skills (McCorkle et al., 1999; McKinney & Graham-Buxton, 1993) . Moreover, a substantial body of research indicates that learning of academic material is facilitated when students work in teams rather than in competition with one another as individuals (cf. McKinney & Graham-Buxton, 1993; Rau & Heyl, 1990) . Results of both experimental and survey studies indicate that teamwork, and the opportunity it provides for the exchange of ideas and discussion of course material, enhances comprehension and retention of complex subject matter (Liang, Moreland, & Argote, 1995; McKinney & GrahamBuxton, 1993; Rau & Heyl, 1990) .
Despite these potential benefits, contextual factors, such as the team assignment duration, reward structure, and administration, and the interaction of personalities in the group may create conditions under which team members' experiences as well as group productivity may be less than opti-mal. It is important that these "ambient stimuli," described by Hackman (1992) as pervasive stimuli to which all group members are exposed, cue members' behavior-outcome expectancies and can "substantially influence the group as a whole when individuals' reactions to them are similar and mutually reinforcing" (p. 250).
Short-term team assignments create considerable time pressure under which normal group development processes must be sidestepped to meet performance deadlines. Time limits hamper the team's ability to establish appropriate functional and group-maintenance roles that facilitate task interdependence and efficient task accomplishment. Likewise, the 15-week semester does not provide sufficient time for the development of norms for performance or for regulating group member behaviors. As a result, student teams benefit from few internal mechanisms through which conflicts can be avoided or resolved or through which uncooperative or deviant behavior can be managed. It is important that time constraints may substantially preclude the formation of positive social relationships and emergence of esprit de corps vital to group development (Hackman, 1992; Rau & Heyl, 1990) , cohesion, and performance (Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998; Liden, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000) .
The formal reward structure is another ambient characteristic that may adversely influence team performance through its effects on students' expectations and behavior. Performance in student teams is typically rewarded through a team grade that may be one of several class grades, among several classes, to which each member is simultaneously accountable. Consequently, students must often make decisions concerning the most efficient allocation of effort across classes and various assignments. The incentive to minimize effort engendered by the effects of time constraints and the relatively limited set of available rewards from any particular team assignment is further exacerbated by the failure of many instructors to monitor members' contributions to team performance. Together, these conditions result in what McCorkle and colleagues (1999) call "strategic" behavior: "At any single goal level, then, we can expect that each student will attempt to minimize inputs, within reason, to obtain his or her goals-whether collectively or individually" (p. 109).
At the individual level, students may achieve efficiency by shifting responsibilities to other members with little expectation of negative consequences. Inevitably, group morale plummets as more conscientious students suffer the injustice of carrying the burden for those who choose not to participate (Rau & Heyl, 1990) . Unequal participation or the "free-rider" problem appears to be endemic to student as well as work teams (Barry & Stewart, 1997; Cox & Bobrowski, 2000; McCorkle et al., 1999; McKinney & Graham-Buxton, 1993; Rau & Heyl, 1990) . At the collective level, student teams often respond to the need for efficiency through over-specialization (McCorkle et al., 1999) . For example, team members may divide up the writing of the introduction, body, and conclusion of a team paper, toss it together, and submit it without any one member having read the paper. Such a strict division of labor minimizes individual members' costs by strictly defining and limiting obligations to the group. Unfortunately, extreme specialization reduces the development of task interdependence. As a result, individual students are not fully cognizant of the importance of their contribution to the project as a whole and thus have little ego involvement in or commitment to put forth team effort (Bishop & Scott, 2000) .
Fortunately, as noted by Hackman (1992) , an awareness of the effect of such factors as time pressure, reward structure, and governance on group processes serves to educate students about teamwork and helps instructors design the situation to be as consistent as possible with team goals. For example, Cox and Bobrowski (2000) require student teams to develop a charter that stipulates, among other things, ground-rules concerning participation, behavioral norms, and methods for dealing with conflict and deviant behaviors. The objective of the charter is to facilitate team performance by "jumpstarting" group development by facilitating the group's ability to regulate group processes and participation. Further, Rau and Heyl (1990) recommend that the assignment of roles and rotation of roles through the semester helps circumvent both the time required for natural role emergence as well as the conflict and power struggles that may develop during the role definition process. Finally, the utilization of peer evaluation (cf. Sutton, 1995) in determining grades, or as a supplement to other grading criteria, may increase members' accountability to the team and substantially enhance the team's ability to control member behavior through direct administration of rewards and punishments.
Other techniques for improving group performance focus on enhancing student perceptions of the instructor's ability to effectively govern team processes. For example, Rau and Heyl (1990) advocate the use of a "ticket to ride" in which individual team members are required to provide evidence of individual preparation for teamwork, such as completion of a work sheet or other assignment, in order to participate in and receive the grade for team performance. This work may also be graded and averaged into the team grade to determine individual grades (McKinney & Graham-Buxton, 1993) . Further, the requirement to maintain a log of personal participation, time sheets, and progress reports for instructor review (McCorkle et al., 1999) and submission of "grade justification reports" (Sutton, 1995) are other external means of enforcing individual accountability while also enhancing perceptions of effective governance.
The Role of Personality in Team Effectiveness
The method we report is designed to educate team members about the effects of individual differences among team members on team effectiveness. This approach is appropriate for several reasons. Recent developments in the study of group composition effects indicate that personalities of team members have a substantial influence on group processes (Barrick et al., 1998; Barry & Stewart, 1997) . As noted by McClure and Werther (1993) , "When the objective of the intervention is to go beyond the myth of the management team and actually create a greater sense of teamwork, personalities are the primary contextual variables and often the central issues that must be addressed" (p. 40).
FFM PERSONALITY TRAITS
The majority of empirical research concerning group composition effects on team performance has used scores from one of the five-factor model (FFM) personality inventories. Briefly, FFM inventories, such as the NEO PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992) , assess normal personality in terms of five dimensions: (a) Neuroticism refers to the tendency to experience negative affect (emotional stability is the opposite construct and is used in lieu of neuroticism in some scales); (b) Extraversion refers to the tendency to be assertive, sociable, active, and talkative; (c) Openness is characterized by curiosity, active imagination, and aesthetic sensitivity; (d) Agreeableness refers to the tendency to be cooperative and altruistic; and (e) Conscientiousness refers to self-discipline, determination, and will to achieve (Costa & McCrae, 1992) . The assessment is available in long (240 items) and short (60 items) versions with norms for various populations including college-age respondents. The five domain traits of the NEO PI-R exhibit high internal consistencies and a clear factor structure that has been recovered from both peer and observer ratings on numerous large samples (Costa & McCrae, 1992) .
Unlike research on the effects of personality on individual behavior, investigation of effects on team performance is complicated by the need to consider the role of intragroup dynamics, task characteristics, and measurement issues associated with the aggregation of individual-level personality scores into group-level constructs. However, despite inconsistencies in initial research findings, results generally indicate that "personality determinants in group settings may depart in important ways from those that apply to individual job effectiveness" (Barry & Stewart, 1997, p. 75) . For example, in a recent study of graduate student teams, Barry and Stewart found no relationship between team Conscientiousness, as measured by the proportion of members with high scores on the Conscientiousness dimension, and group performance, despite its well-documented effects on performance at the individual level (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Costa & McCrae, 1992; Salgado, 1997; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991) . These authors suggest that their failure to find a relationship between Conscientiousness and performance may have resulted from compensation by conscientious team members for the behavior of less conscientious members. Moreover, because performance can be influenced by the behavior of only a few individuals, the relationship between the proportion of conscientious members and performance was not detected. Results of another study, using several methods of aggregating individual personality data into team scores, indicated a positive relationship between mean group scores of Conscientiousness and performance but showed a negative relationship when the variance of Conscientiousness was used as the predictor construct (Barrick et al., 1998) .
Further, results of both studies yielded inconsistent findings with respect to the relationship between Extraversion and group effectiveness that may be due, in part, to differences in task characteristics experienced by team members in the two studies. In the Barry and Stewart (1997) study, a curvilinear, inverted U relationship between Extraversion and group performance was found that was not detected in the Barrick et al. (1998) study. As pointed out by Barrick and colleagues, the teams in the Barry and Stewart study performed "dysjunctive" problem-solving tasks that required members to reach consensus concerning a single solution. In such task environments, effective performance is facilitated when members hold complementary roles (Barry & Stewart, 1997) . In contrast, teams studied by Barrick and colleagues, which failed to exhibit the curvilinear relationship, performed additive tasks (i.e., manufacturing and assembly) in which all members contributed to team performance regardless of whether they occupied complementary group roles. However, results did indicate that low minimum scores on Extraversion, as well as Agreeableness and Emotional Stability, were associated with lower performance ratings. Likewise, Kichuk and Wiesner (1997) found that teams that were successful at an assembly task had higher Extraversion and Agreeableness scores and lower Neuroticism scores than those teams that were unable to complete the task. Consistent with Barrick and colleagues' results, heterogeneity in Conscientiousness scores was found to detract from team performance in successful groups.
It should be noted that extreme scores on certain FFM traits may be perceived as socially undesirable by those who are unfamiliar with such assessments. Students in this study were required to learn about the FFM as part of the Organizational Behavior (OB) curriculum. The text (George & Jones, 1999) presented the FFM as a model of normal personality along with descriptions of how the characteristics of each trait might manifest in the work context. The authors stressed that "there is no such thing as a good or bad personality profile" and pointed out some potentially positive aspects of low scores on ostensibly undesirable traits (p. 47). For example, they suggest that high scores on Neuroticism may be associated with proficiency in critical thinking. Likewise, they suggest that those who score low on Agreeableness may be good drill sergeants or bill collectors. It is important that such behaviors may enhance team effectiveness when devil's advocate or task-master roles are needed. Even low scores on Conscientiousness are associated with some positive qualities. According to Costa and McCrae (1992) , those who score low on Deliberation (one of the six facets of Conscientiousness) are spontaneous and able to make quick decisions. Moreover, they note that very high scores on certain facets of Conscientiousness may not be desirable; for example, high scores on the Achievement Striving and Order facets are associated with workaholism and compulsiveness. Thus, when students are adequately educated about the range of characteristics associated with each trait, the use of FFM assessments should provide a relatively nonthreatening and objective basis for understanding their own as well as other team member behaviors.
Unlike preliminary findings on FFM traits that suggest that certain configurations of team member personalities may enhance or detract from group performance, a review of team literature related to the use of the MyersBriggs Type Indicator (MBTI) suggests that team performance is facilitated by diversity in personality types (Hammer & Huszczo, 1996) . Moreover, the MBTI assesses perceptual and cognitive preferences that are neither inherently socially desirable nor undesirable and about which team members may feel more comfortable discussing in a team environment. Perhaps for these reasons, as well as ease of administration, the MBTI appears to be preferred for applied purposes; of the roughly 3 million inventories administered each year, 40% are used for team-building and management development (Gardner & Martinko, 1996) .
MYERS-BRIGGS TYPE INDICATOR
Myers and McCaulley first used the MBTI as a means to enhance team effectiveness in 1974 (Myers, McCaulley, Quenk, & Hammer, 1998) .
According to the MBTI Manual, "the basic assumptions underlying using the MBTI with teams remain the same: Knowledge of individual differences will help teams identify the particular talents and gifts that each member brings to his or her task; and this knowledge can help reduce conflict by reframing potential sources of misunderstanding as natural individual differences" (p. 348).
Based on Jungian theory, the MBTI assesses psychological type in terms of four dichotomous dimensions: (a) preferred modes of perception, either Sensing (S) or Intuition (N); (b) preferred means of judgment, either Thinking (T) or Feeling (F); (c) source of energy, either Extraversion (E) or Introversion (I); and (d) orientation to the outside world, either Judging (J) or Perceiving (P). Together, scores on the four dimensions result in 16 different possible personality types.
Although some concerns have been raised with regard to the reliability and validity of the MBTI (Gardner & Martinko, 1996) , an in-depth review of the reliability and validity of the MBTI is beyond the scope of this article. The reader is referred to Myers et al. (1998) for a complete discussion of the reliability and validity of the MBTI. Myers et al. present data that show high levels of internal consistency and test-retest reliabilities. Reliability data for Form M, which was introduced in 1998, do show an improvement in reliability over Form G that has been in use since 1977. Myers et al. also present the findings of several studies concerning the validity of both the separate preference scales and the combinations of the scales that represent the type. In a recent critical review of literature concerning the use of the MBTI in the study of management behavior at the individual level of analysis, Gardner and Martinko (1996) conclude that "there is sufficient reliability and validity evidence to conclude that research into these relationships is warranted" (p. 77).
As previously noted, reports of case studies based on the MBTI suggest that team performance is facilitated by diversity in personality types. In their discussion of MBTI types and cross-functional teams, Dilworth and Richter (1995) note that diversity in perceptual preferences and cognitive orientations is vital in avoiding perceptual errors that may result from underrepresentation of certain MBTI types. Moreover, diversity enhances performance because "the team can exercise a balance in their approach that greatly improves their success" (p. 57). Yet, although diverse perspectives are needed, they can, and often do, lead to conflict. Dilworth and Richter (1995) report a case in which conflict had arisen during the planning process within a cross-functional team in which some members of the team felt that plans for group activities were insufficient whereas others felt that current plans were already too extensive. Knowing their own as well as other team members' MBTI types, members were able to recognize the conflict as a process issue resulting, in part, from personality differences-those who wished to continue to refine existing plans were Judging types whereas those who had already grown impatient with planning were Perceiving types. The awareness of team member MBTI type and open discussion concerning the influences of personality on the planning process was reported to have enabled the group to resolve planning-related conflict and reach a compromise.
Similarly, McClure and Werther (1993) report a case in which timerelated tension was substantially reduced in an executive team when Judging types were assigned the roles of scheduling whereas the more creative aspects of the task were assigned to Perceiving types. Intragroup conflict was also reduced as a result of dividing team roles so that the Sensing types were responsible for analysis of planning details whereas the Intuitive types were responsible for assessing risks and opportunities inherent in the global strategy. The perspectives of both types were assimilated into a coherent and wellthought-out plan. Motorola's HR teams and Digital Equipment Corporation's payroll group also report positive results from MBTI-based interventions (Cofsky, 1996; Ludeman, 1995) . Cofsky (1996) stated that the MBTIbased intervention at Digital Equipment Corporation "gave the payroll group a common language with which to discuss different perspectives . . . it provided them with a better understanding of each other's needs and preferences such that they can leverage those differences more effectively" (p. 14). Blaylock (1983) found that teams with complementary preferences on the Sensing and Intuition preferences and the Thinking and Feeling preferences outperformed teams in which all team members had the same preference. Hammer and Huszczo (1996) found two studies, both unpublished dissertations, that examined the issue of the effects of knowledge of the MBTI and using type information in a team setting. In the first study, Breeding (1988) studied the effects of an MBTI interpretation and type-related exercises on team performance in an undergraduate management information systems course. Comparing performance to a control group that did not receive a MBTI interpretation nor engage in type-related exercises, the treatment group performed slightly better, but there was no significant difference in group cohesion, work satisfaction, coworker satisfaction, role ambiguity, self-ratings of achievement of goals, or time spent on projects. There was more role conflict among the treatment groups.
In the second study identified by Hammer and Huszczo (1996) , Harwood (1992) studied the effect of MBTI-based team building training along with communication training on clarity of communication, problem solving, attitudes toward team work, and team atmosphere. There were positive changes for all four variables; however, it is difficult to isolate the MBTI effects from the communication training. Myers et al. (1998) provide specific guidelines for using MBTI type with teams. One guideline states that the MBTI type should be introduced to teams with a specific goal in mind. Another guideline from Myers et al. is that the MBTI should be used early in the team process rather than after problems or conflicts have developed. Myers et al. also discuss that team may be defined differently for different types. They state that Extravert and Feeling types usually define teams in terms of interactions and communication. Feeling types may also mention collegiality and support. Thinking types may focus on tasks, effectiveness, and efficiency. Huszczo (1996) also found that different types value different aspects of team effectiveness. For instance, he found that Thinking and Judging preferences focused on team goals and he believed the goals should be appropriate, understood, and widely shared by team members. Extraverted, Thinking, and Judging preferences had a stronger belief that all team member talents should be used and that a diversity of talent was necessary than did Introverted, Feeling, and Perceiving preferences. Extraverted and Judging preferences believed that role clarity was more important than did Introverted and Perceiving preferences. Extraverts also believed it was important that the team pay attention to external threats or opportunities facing the team. Thus, each type may have a different expectation of the team process.
Class Exercise for Team Development
The class exercise presented in this article was designed to help the student teams with the team development process, focusing on the crucial understanding of personality differences and their effect on team effectiveness. In an OB class, students learn about the team development process and issues such as social loafing and conflict. Students are also exposed to the issues of individual differences through personality differences. One would think that with this background and knowledge, OB students would be well suited to work in student teams. However, students don't always apply topics discussed in the classroom setting to their own student groups. This class assignment was designed to get students to apply the OB concepts they learned in class and to work in student teams more effectively.
PREPARATION FOR EXERCISE
Early in the undergraduate OB class made up of juniors and seniors, students learn about the FFM personality traits: Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. Self-assessment exercises are provided in the text and on a new CD that can be packaged with the text so students can assess their specific traits. Class discussion about the FFM personality traits emphasizes that these are normal personality traits. The positive aspects of the traits that were discussed earlier in the article are presented in class. The self-assessment exercises are done by the students and are not submitted to the professor. The student decides whether to share his or her FFM personality traits with others.
Students also need to know their MBTI type to participate fully in this exercise. Some students already know their type from other classes or from work experience in which they were given the MBTI. If they don't know their type, students may take the MBTI at the career services offices on an individual basis for a nominal fee. If the fee is a problem, students are allowed to take shortened versions that are printed in various books. However, students are strongly encouraged to take the MBTI at career services because they receive valuable feedback and information. Although taking the MBTI should be voluntary according to the administrative guidelines of the MBTI, in a class setting where students need to have the knowledge base to be able to understand the material being discussed, it is important that they complete the MBTI. Students should be strongly encouraged to take the MBTI so they can receive the learning opportunities available through completing the MBTI and participating fully in the follow-up exercises. Students should be encouraged to take the MBTI by explaining the value of the exercises, that the MBTI will be discussed in class throughout the semester in a variety of topics, and they more fully appreciate and understand it when they are able to participate by taking the MBTI and applying it through a series of exercises. The results are given only to the students and the students make the decision whether to share their type with others, including the professor.
In a class session, a representative from career services, who is qualified to interpret the MBTI, interprets the MBTI and gives the students their individual results. Students are also encouraged to make individual appointments with the career services representative if they have questions or need clarification on their MBTI type. A professor who is qualified to interpret the MBTI could also conduct the interpretation session.
After the interpretation, students engage in a series of exercises relating to Extraversion/Introversion, Sensing/Intuition, Thinking/Feeling, and Judging/ Perceiving. To participate, students have to share their types with the class either through forming groups based on preferences in some of the exercises or revealing their preferences at the end of the exercise. One example where the students don't reveal their preferences until after the exercise is the Judging/Perceiving exercise in which students form a line representing a con-tinuum between the statements "I can play anytime" and "I have to finish my work before I play."
1 The statements are taped to the opposite walls of the classroom and students are asked to form a line that represents their agreement with the statements-the stronger the agreement is with the statement, the closer the student stands to the statement. After the students form the line, those with a Judging preference (or alternately, the Perceiving preference can be used) are asked to raise their hand. Typically, students with a Judging preference stand closer to the "I have to finish my work before I play" statement and students with a Perceiving preference stand closer to the "I can play anytime" statement. However, that isn't always the case, which is a perfect time to remind students that type is only one aspect of personality and behavior. Other factors may enter into their decision about which statement represents them more. The series of exercises is designed to facilitate students' understanding of the MBTI. Also, students are given the opportunity to serve as observers if they don't wish to share their type.
Within a few class periods of the MBTI interpretation, students are asked to form student teams for a team project. The project is to select an organization and to analyze its leadership style, motivational techniques, and corporate culture. The teams are given most of the semester to complete the project. Students know from the first day of class that a team project is required. They are given a few weeks before they have to submit the names of the team members to the professor. This time allows students who do not know other students in the class to become acquainted with students and seek out potential team members. The teams are limited to three or four people per team.
EXERCISE
On the day the students officially form their teams, team members complete the following exercise during class. Students create a matrix showing each member of the team's Myers-Briggs type and FFM personality traits. Figure 1 shows the matrix prior to completion. The traits are listed vertically on the left side of the page and the students' names are listed across the top. Students voluntarily share their traits with each other to complete the matrix. Although no student has ever declined to share his or her traits with team members, an alternate assignment such as having them serve as an observer of the process and asking that they share their views of the process should be available in case students are reluctant to share their traits.
Once the matrix is completed, team members are to discuss how the differences or similarities of their personality traits would affect the teams' interpersonal relationships and team effectiveness. They are asked specifically to address how their personality differences will affect decision making on the project and if conflict is likely given their personality matrix. Also, each team has to submit a short paper to the professor explaining why difficulties or conflict might arise, and a plan to work through those conflicts must be developed. After teams have completed these assignments, the class, as a whole, discusses the exercise. Team members share some of their discussion topics. Typical discussions might include that a group of mostly Extraverts might recognize the need to draw the lone Introvert into the discussion. A team split between Judging and Perceiving types might discuss the issue of organizing the project, including scheduling and setting deadlines. In terms of the FFM, if the entire team is high on Agreeableness, members may need to discuss the need for critical feedback while working on drafts of the paper. Although the class module on personality is concluded after this exercise, the MBTI information, in particular, is referred to throughout the semester as topics such as stress and communication are discussed. This discussion helps to reinforce the personality topic while the students are actively working on their projects.
EVALUATION
At the end of the semester, after the project is submitted, students complete an evaluation form of the team members. Many of the questions on the evaluation form, shown in the Appendix, are standard questions assessing the team members' quality and quantity of inputs, dependability, and initiative. However, questions were added concerning the earlier exercise. A couple of sentences reminded the students of the exercise of sharing their FFM traits and MBTI types. Students are then asked the following questions: (a) Was the exercise helpful? ( Table 1 . Comments from the follow-up questions are provided in the discussion. Forty-one students from two sections of OB classes responded to the evaluation form.
Although the written evaluation form was the only method of evaluation used in this class, an additional method of evaluation and debriefing would be to have a class discussion about the effects of personality on their team dynamics while completing their project. However, if a team did experience a. n = 41, except for Question 3, which had an n = 40.
problems, they might be reluctant to share it aloud with the group members in class. Students would need to be assured the discussion was for the purpose of learning about the team process, not to air accusations of poor performance of team members. On the written evaluation, 73% (30) of the students responded "Yes" to Question 1 concerning whether the exercise was helpful. Twenty-seven percent (11) of the students responded "No" to the question; however, 10% (4) could be described as "No, but . . . ." Those "No, but . . . " answers qualified their answer in such a way that there were positive aspects to the exercise such as serving as an icebreaker. Examples of comments that might be classified as "No, but . . . " are "No, however, it was an interesting way to get to know the members of the group." "No, there were few actual conflicts." "We didn't really need to use this because we all know how each other worked. We all knew our responsibilities and we accomplished them." (The same student responded with this comment to Question 3: "No, we didn't need it, but it was great finding out how my personality works.")
Examples of comments from those who answered "Yes" to Question 1 include the following:
"Yes, it helped to realize that there may be potential personality differences and how these issues could be handled." "Yes, for the factor of [sic] we saw what we could expect of our group. Also, it was a good 'icebreaker' for our group." "Yes, because [student] was an introvert and we focused on getting his opinion." "Yes, the exercise was helpful in the way that we knew how each individual acted in group situations. If there were any issues, we knew how we would settle them." "Yes, it gave us a preview of what to expect from other team members."
With regard to Question 2, only 15% (6) of the students responded "Yes," they experienced personality conflicts and the remaining 85% (35) of the students responded "No," they did not experience any personality conflicts. The personality conflicts seemed to center around the Perceiving and Judging types, where some team members were very structured and organized and others were very laid back about the project. The following comment exemplifies the students' responses. "Yes, both [student] and [student] are on a schedule while I'm just kind of relaxed about the situation. I just conformed to them since I was the minority."
The same student responded that the class exercise prepared them for their project because they knew about their individual differences and how it would affect working together. With regard to Question 3, 55% (22) of the students responded that "Yes," class material, such as the Myers-Briggs, was helpful to them in handling their team dynamics. Forty-four percent (18) of the students responded "No" to Question 3 (one student didn't answer the question). Many of the "No" respondents cited that the students worked separately on their parts. Therefore, the class material was not helpful in handling team dynamics because there weren't any team dynamics. These teams (in name only) were practicing "specialization of labor" (McCorkle et al., 1999) , where each team member works independently and sections are combined for the final paper. The following quote illustrates the specialization of labor response.
"Not in our situation. Instead we did our own thing and not much as a whole group."
Others who responded "No" seemed to interpret the questions as pertaining just to using material such as the Myers-Briggs in handling conflict, not the broader context of team dynamics. Given that very few students responded that they experienced conflict, that interpretation might have affected the responses to Question 3. Quotes illustrative of the interpretation concerning using class material to handle conflict include the following:
"No, we didn't have any situations in which Myers-Briggs would apply." "No, we really didn't go by that. But maybe it was because we all had the same personality so we handled things fine!" "It never really was used because we did equal parts without any problems."
The majority of the students did respond that class material was helpful to them in handling their team dynamics. The following quotes are from the "Yes" respondents. Some of the respondents also mentioned that they applied the material when working in teams in other classes. Those responses showed that the students were applying the material in other situations and indicated that they would be likely to use the information in the work world as well.
Conclusion
The majority of students felt that the exercise concerning the MBTI and the FFM personality traits was helpful to them working in student groups. Comments indicated that a focus on the role of personality on team functioning enhanced members' ability to understand their own as well as other team members' behavior and that awareness of differences was actively used by students to promote team functioning. Further, an increased appreciation of individual differences was suggested in comments from many students. A heightened awareness of the value of individual differences in teamwork can be expected to result in more satisfying and supportive social relations among team members associated with group cohesion, morale, and overall team performance (Barrick et al., 1998; Hackman, 1992; Liden et al., 2000) . Many of those responding "No" found value in the exercise as an icebreaker exercise. Also, many who responded "No" felt it wasn't helpful because they already knew their team members. These results are from classes in which students were allowed to form their own teams. Based on student comments, the value of the exercise would probably increase with teams that are formed by the professor, especially if the classes are large and students don't know each other well.
Another issue appears to be specialization of labor. This behavior by team members dilutes the purpose of having student teams, because there really is little or no teamwork involved in the completion of the project. If the purpose of forming student teams is to have the students also learn about working in teams while completing a project, specialization of labor must be kept to a minimum. McCorkle et al. (1999) found that approximately one half of the specialization problems may be remedied through the administrative structure. Keeping a team journal of meetings, as recommended by Cox and Bobrowski (2000) , that is also submitted to the professor as part of the project might be helpful in reducing specialization of labor. This sends a signal to the students that the team process is as important as the actual outcome, especially if a component of the grade is based on the team process.
One cautionary note in using this exercise is the need to guard against the "self-fulfilling prophecy" tendency (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968) . In the debriefing that takes place in class after the team members complete the matrix, it is important to emphasize, specifically in the case of the MBTI, that these are preferences and we, as learning human beings, can adapt to our situ-ation. For example, we don't want Introverts to think that because they are Introverts they are excused from team discussions. Likewise, we don't want Perceivers to think that because they are Perceivers it is acceptable to do their work at the last minute if it causes problems for other group members. Nor do we want their team members to hold these ideas about them. These may be tendencies that some Introverts or Perceivers have, but students should have learned from class discussion that these tendencies are not universal among types and we can develop our less developed tendencies if needed. As Culp and Smith (2001) noted, "Type is for understanding, not excuses. It should never be used to prejudge your own or another's ability to do anything" (p. 30).
Moreover, because this exercise focuses on personality, it may exacerbate the already natural tendency to erroneously attribute others'behavior to internal causes (Ross, 1977) . That is, an individual may behave in a disagreeable manner due to task difficulty, time pressure, or other external factors that have nothing to do with his or her Agreeableness score. It should be emphasized that personality is only one, albeit important, factor that may account for interpersonal behavior in the team setting. Students should be encouraged to be aware of, and discuss, the many situational factors that may be influencing group processes and team member behavior. These ideas can be reinforced as attribution theory, and attributional biases are discussed in the OB class.
With personality being a central issue in teamwork (McClure & Werther, 1993) , the purpose of this class assignment is to help teach teams to be teams. Although the short-term focus of this exercise is to help the student teams function more effectively in the completion of their class project, this exercise should help students in their team assignments in the corporate world as well. The use of the MBTI and the FFM personality traits mirrors the instruments used in the corporate world. Students who have participated in this exercise will enter the corporate world with valuable knowledge about themselves. Some students have already responded that they have used their knowledge from this team exercise when working with teams in other classes, indicating that they are able to transfer their knowledge of working in teams to other situations outside of their OB class.
In addition, students will understand how the interaction of personalities within the team environment affects team effectiveness. They will have a basic understanding of the different types of personalities (i.e., the 16 MyersBriggs types) and through this understanding, they will be better prepared to work with diverse personalities.
If I had to divide the 75 points between the team members, how many points should I give each member? (For example, if the team had three members and had exactly the same contributions, each member should receive 25 points. If one did substantially more work, the points might be allocated 50/13/12.) List the team members' names and the points you would allocate.
Name Points Yourself
Team Member #1
Team Member #2
Team Member #3
Team Member #4
Before you began the team project, you were asked to share with team members your Myers-Briggs type and other "Big Five" personality traits. You were supposed to discuss potential issues that might arise from these personality differences and how you, as a team, planned to handle these issues. 
